Effect of social capital on sharing of services in selected rural communities by Rosili, Rosili
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1-1-1999
Effect of social capital on sharing of services in
selected rural communities
Rosili Rosili
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University Digital
Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University Digital
Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Rosili, Rosili, "Effect of social capital on sharing of services in selected rural communities" (1999). Retrospective Theses and
Dissertations. 17891.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/17891
.J :7 LI 
) 
Effect of social capital on sharing of services in selected rural communities 
by 
Rosili Ahmad 
A thesis submitted to the graduate faculty 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
MASTER OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL PLANNING 
Major: Community and Regional Planning 
Major Professor: Timothy 0. Borich 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
1999 
11 
Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
This is to certify that the Master' s thesis of 
Rosili Ahmad 
has met the thesis requirements of Iowa State University 
Signatures have been redacted for privacy 
Signatures have been redacted for privacy 
lll 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
LIST OF FIGURES 1v 
LIST OF TABLES v 
ABSTRACT v1 
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 1 
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 6 
CHAPTER3. METHODOLOGY 18 
CHAPTER4. RESULTS 23 
CHAPTER 5. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 32 
Implications for Planning 34 
APPENDIX A. COMMUNITIES INVOLVED IN THE 1994 RURAL 37 
DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE (RDI) PROJECT 
APPENDIX B. 1994 RURAL DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE SURVEY 38 
INSTRUMENT 
APPENDIX C. GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES SHARING QUESTIONNAIRE 49 
REFERENCES 57 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 60 
lV 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 2.1. Theoretical model 17 
Figure 3 .1. Location of selected Rural Development Initiative communities in Iowa 21 
v 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 3.1. The three dimensions of Community Social Capital 22 
Table 4.1. Total variance explained for the three selected dimensions 24 
Table 4.2. Rotated component matrix for the dimension Social Trust 24 
Table 4.3 . Rotated component matrix for the dimension Collective Action 24 
Table 4.4. Rotated component matrix for the dimension Acquaintanceship Networks 25 
Table 4.5. Descriptive statistics for the three dimensions of Social Capital 25 
Table 4.6. Social capital scale factor analysis and descriptive for the dimension 26 
Social Trust 
Table 4.7. Social capital scale factor analysis and descriptive for the dimension 27 
Collective Action 
Table 4.8. Social capital scale factor analysis and descriptive for the dimension 27 
Acquaintanceship Network 
Table 4.9. Mean of services provided and shared by the Rural Development 27 
Inititiative (RDI) communities 
Table 4.10. Correlation coefficients for the dimension Social Trust 28 
Table 4.11. Correlation coefficients for the dimension Collective Action 29 
Table 4.12. Correlation coefficients for the dimension Acquaintanceship Network 29 
Table 4.13. Correlation coefficients for the dependent and independent variables 30 
Vl 
ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to determine the level of influence of community social 
capital on community behavior toward sharing services. Ninety Iowa communities were 
surveyed both by the Iowa Rural Development Initiative and Shared Governmental Services. 
Survey question items assessed the community social capital dimensions, namely social trust, 
collective action and acquaintanceship networks, and the degree of public services sharing by 
rural communities. 
The objectives of this study were to: (1) determine the level of social capital of 
selected rural communities by measuring community social trust, collective action and their 
acquaintanceship network; (2) determine the influence of social capital on the sharing 
characteristics of the communities; and (3) determine the importance of these sharing 
characteristics in future planning with respect to rural communities. 
The hypothesis of the study is that the higher the social capital the less likely a 
community will share services with other communities. In this sense, social capital is 
perceived to have negative consequences. However, the findings seem to suggest that 
community social capital has no significant difference on the degree of public services 
sharing. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
One major issue facing the nation is the decline of many rural communities. This is 
due to a number of related conditions such as the migration of younger people out of rural 
communities in search of better economic opportunities, closing down of basic facilities such 
as schools (consolidated), churches and retail shops (Ryan, Terry and Woebke, 1995). 
During the 1980s the agricultural crisis saw a national trend of declining farmland 
values, a reduction in the number of family farms, and the increase in the number of 
corporate farms (Sanchez, Borich, & Mahayni, 1998). The study by Borich et al. also 
revealed that communities outside the primary influence of urban centers generally lost 
population and retail trade, and experienced a continuing depreciation of the public 
infrastructure. One main implication of this scenario has been the growing constraints on the 
ability of communities to provide basic facilities in an efficient manner. Under such 
circumstances sharing services with other communities is a viable option. ,§haring arguably 
increases the likelihood for available services because through sharing, rural local 
governments can improve their economic efficiency to deliver services to the resident 
population (Sanchez, Borich, and Mahayni, 1998) 
In fact, the practice of sharing of public works' services between two or more 
communities has been done for more than two decades in Iowa (Iowa Department of 
Economic Development, 1997). Mutual aid agreements among fire/emergency medical 
service (EMS) departments, solid waste disposal, park mowing, street maintenance and joint 
safety training programs are examples of service-sharing that has been taking place between 
communities in Iowa. 
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·This collaborative approach of service delivery has become a major component of the 
provision of services in communities alongside other delivery systems including self-help, 
volunteerism and privatization. The sharing of services is more significant in light of the 
increased fiscal responsibilities of local and county governments to provide public works' 
services (Sanchez et al., 1998). Honadle (1982) showed how local officials can use interlocal 
cooperation effectively to meet their particular needs. Interlocal cooperation is seen as a 
remedy for particular difficulties in providing service to small communities and rural areas. 
Honadle suggested a few types of cooperation that can be practiced, including building joint 
facilities, providing mutual aid and purchasing service. 
Based on the Iowa Department of Economic Development's (IDED's) 1997 report, 
sharing can be used to save money, maintain or improve local service, and increase the 
capacity of government to address local concern. For example, the report indicated that 13 
rural districts in Jasper, Warren and Polk counties jointly purchased and assembled 125 
physician-approved first aid kits from their member communities and saved $15,000. It also 
demonstrated how rural communities in Dubuque County have implemented several sharing 
alternatives such as the police chief, legal services, recycling and have recently expanded 
their partnership to include the County, the City of Dubuque and the Iowa Department of 
Transportation. Sharing services has also been developed between the City of Eldora and the 
school district for the maintenance of public vehicles and equipment. 
To encourage sharing service, the Iowa Department of Economic Development and 
the Institute of Public Affairs developed a document called "Tool box- for government 
services sharing initiatives" in 1997. This manual was designed to be used as a guide for 
communities who want to explore new and innovative ways to deliver public services. 
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Perhaps the most comprehensive work on sharing of public services to date was 
carried out by Sanchez et al. (1998).\fheir study revealed that more services are provided as 
city size increases. It also showed that community size does not have a significant affect on 
the propensity to share service.s(Another important finding of the study is that close proximity 
between communities and population density do not have an influence on sharing 
characteristics. In this sense, geographical and demographical factors as well do not play a 
role in shaping such characteristics. The question brought forward is: Why do communities 
share or fail to share services? Sanchez et al. ( 1998) proposed that it is likely that 
communities opt for local control of services rather than enter into service sharing 
I 
arrangements that have uncertain overall benefits. 
I 
While economic and location variables have been identified as influential in the 
d.etermination of sharing characteristics of communities, there is no identification of social 
factors . Factors such as interpersonal actions are shaped, redirected, and constrained by 
social context or the environment . Other elements such as norms, interpersonal trust and 
social networks are important in the functioning of society as well as the economy (Coleman, 
1998). There is a need to analyze these non-economic factors to determine their influence on 
the sharing characteristics of the communities in question. The current research attempted to 
I 
analyze social factors that are significant in a community's characteristics of sharing services 
by determining the levels of community social trust, acquaintanceship networks, and ability 
I 
to act collectively. These variables are combined to operationalize social capital in the 
community population, where social capital is viewed as a construct comprised of multiple 
dimensions. 1 
\ 
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The objectives of this study were to: 
1. Determine the level of social capital of selected rural communities by measuring 
community social trust, collective action and their acquaintanceship network 
2. Determine the influence of social capital on the sharing characteristics of the 
communities. 
3. Determine the importance of these sharing characteristics in future planning with 
respect to rural communities. 
Social capital has been used by Salamon and Davis Brown (1993) to describe 
intercommunity/intracommunity relations and the ability of groups to act in a unified manner 
on issues affecting their communities. They suggested that close-knit communities that have 
worked successfully in a collective manner on internal issues are reluctant to participate in 
intercommunity mergers, perceiving that they will suffer negative consequences. Conversely, 
they remarked that communities with weak internal ties are more likely to enter into 
collaborative ventures. 
The current research study posited that the level of social capital within 90 rural Iowa 
communities will be influential in determining their sharing behaviors. This hypothesis was 
based on the work of Salamon and Davis Brown (1993), that strong internal ties will form a 
barrier for collaboration to be formed with outsiders. Or as Warren (1987) puts it, the 
stronger the horizontal linkages within communities, the lesser the vertical linkages with 
outside communities. Higher levels of social capital are expected to exist within the 
communities that are not involved in sharing of services, whereas lower levels of social 
capital are expected in communities that are involved in sharing services. This may also be 
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restated as: lacking in social capital makes a collaborative venture a matter of community 
survival. 
( The central issue addressed in this study was whether the characteristic of community 
sharing services is influenced by social capital as measured by social trust, acquaintanceship 
networks and collective action>The hypothesis of this study is that the higher the social 
capital the less likely a community will share services with other communities.' The 
hypothesis explores the relationship between sharing of public services among communities 
and levels of social capital (high/low) . For the purpose of future planning and community 
development, it is important to determine the role of collaborative methods such as service 
sharing among communities. In this context, the influence of community social capital on the 
service-sharing behavior of communities is certainly relevant to future community 
development planning.'>Perhaps, the potential contribution of the concept of social capital is 
that it adds a social dimension to the development equation of capital which has been greatly 
ignored in the economic exploration of determinants of community survival. 
This thesis was organized in the following manner: review of relevant literature, 
description of research method, analysis of the data, and conclusions and recommendations 
for practice and further research. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Sociology provides a general definitions of community. According to the Concise 
Oxford Dictionary of Sociology ( 1994 k -:' ... the concept of community concerns a particularly 
constituted set of social relationships based on something that the participants have in 
common usually a common sense of identity" (p. 72~ The encyclopedic dictionary of 
sociology (1981) defined community as: " ... major technical use in sociology refers to the 
spatial, or territorial, unit in social organization and secondarily, to the psychological 
cohesiveness, or feelings of belon~ing, that are associated with such units" (p. 58). 
Various definitions and descriptions can be found from community sociologists. 
Rogers (1988), for example, defined community as: " ... the combination of people and social 
groups which perform the major functions having relevance to a locality" (p. 131 ). Other 
definitions of communities are: Z .. the place where we have our lives on a day to day basis, 
and it is the locality from which we experience the events of the larger world around us> 
(Rogers, 1988, p. 110). In general, community " . .. describes a place or location where groups 
interact" (Flora et al., 1992, p. 27). Moreover, Flora and Flora (1994) defined community as: 
" .. .interaction among individuals for mutual support" (p. 1 ). Schwab (1982), another 
community sociologist, community as: " . . . a group of people who share a geographic area 
and are bound together by a common culture, values, race, or social class, a cohesion which 
is the result of frequent social interaction"(p. 538). 
According to Flora et al. (1992), community can be used in three different 
approaches. All of these approaches focus on groups of people. In the first approach, a 
community can include a location or place in which groups of people interact with each 
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other. In the second approach, a community can also be a social system which is " . .. the 
organization or set of organizations through which a group of people meet their needs" (p. 
14). In the third approach, a community can be a common identity shared by a group of 
people. 
Osborn and Newmeyer (1933) defined community as: " .. . consisting of groups of 
people living in a contiguous geographic area, having common centers of interest and 
activities, and functioning together in the chief concerns oflife" (p. 8). Tilly (1983) defined 
community by spatial proximity, sense of belonging, shared values and interdepency. 
Community, according to Taylor and Singleton (1993), can also include direct and multiple 
relations and the practice of balanced reciprocity among members with the concepts of 
shared benefits and values. Wilkinson (1990) mentioned that, regardless of the endless 
differences in community definitions, community often starts with interaction. 
Different definitions can also be traced from sociological community perspectives. 
From the human ecology perspective, community is viewed as a complex system of 
interdependence that is created as a population collectively adapts to environment (Bardo & 
Hartman, 1982). In the view of the conflict approach, the community is considered as a 
location for resource competition. The third definition comes from the interactional 
community perspective. It states that the basis of community is interaction and without 
interaction, community does not exist (Wilkinson, 1990). 
All the elements mentioned about the community clearly indicate that the definitions 
of community mainly focus on geographic location, and relation or interaction among actors. 
For the purpose of this study, the elements of interaction or relations were emphasized, with 
the possible outcome as a result of their presence. 
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The most common method of defining rural communities is by population size. The 
U.S. Census Bureau (1980) defined rural communities as towns ofless than 2,500 people that 
lay outside of urbanized areas. Moreover, Rogers et al. (1988) noted that rural people are 
those who live in the country or in towns ofless than 2,500 population. The U.S. Census 
Bureau categorized the population of the nation into rural and urban areas based on where 
people live. It did not take into account isolation, homogeneity of culture, and economic and 
social character (Roger et al., 1988). 
The concept of social capital has been used widely in recent sociological and other 
studies (Wall et al., 1998). However, the meaning of this concept varies significantly among 
different journal literatures. In mainstream sociology, especially North America, social 
capital is defined as: " ... the mutual relation, interactions and networks that emerge among 
human groups, as well as the level of trust found within a particular group or community" 
(Wall et al., 1998). In contrast, social capital in Europe tends to be utilized in examining how 
the mobilization of connection associated with social networks reinforces the social hierarchy 
and differential power (Wall et al., 1998). 
Social exchange theory suggests that social trust appears when actors interact to fulfill 
mutual obligations (Blau, 1964). Norms of reciprocity are built when interactions to fulfill 
mutual obligations are repeated through time. The creation of norms of reciprocity will lead 
to future interaction and greater level of social trust (Kollock, 1994 ). In total, community 
social trust includes obligations, expectation and reciprocity. Consequently social trust is 
influential in community use of other forms of capital including physical, human, and 
environmental capital. 
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Many theorists have mentioned the importance of social trust in communities and 
groups. Govier (1996) noted that belief, expectation, trust and attitudes are built from 
interaction within community that are based on historical events. This is similar to what 
Portes and Sensenbrenner (1993) mentioned in their work, that social trust is based on 
reciprocal, obligation and expectations that are built from social interactions and transactions. 
According to Coleman (1988), trust is embedded in social relations. In a discussion of 
communities with gemeinschaft qualities, Toennis (1957) highlighted the significance of 
reciprocities. In general, reciprocities that are present in gemeinschaft relationships create 
higher levels of social trust. 
Norms of collective action based on norms of reciprocity are created when 
interactions to fulfill mutual obligation are repeated through time. In measuring community 
social capital, norms of reciprocity dictating collective action on behalf of the entire 
community becomes an important consideration. Thus, community social capital would be 
enhanced with an increased level of trust. 
Coleman (1980) mentioned that" ... an especially important form of social capital is 
the norm that one should forgo self- interest and act in the interest of the collectivity" (p. 
104). These norms are embedded in local social relationships that eventually build reciprocal 
networks. Coleman also suggested that informal norms that are part of social capital develop 
over time and" ... depend on a dense and relatively closed social structure that has continuity 
over time" (p. 9). Coleman (1980) remarked that obligations are an element of social capital. 
Norms ascribing to collective action on behalf of the entire community play an important role 
in creating community social capital. 
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The role of social trust in enhancing collective action can be seen in other theorists. 
Oliver (1984), for example, suggested that: " ... social ties determine social capital available 
as an inducement for community participation" (p. 604). Maxwell et al. (1988) noted that 
norms which frequently promote and support collective action are products of trust that 
emerges through repetitive, sustained social relations and interactions that create and build 
collaboration. Gould (1993) also remarked that a collective action interdependent is 
influenced by social relationships. 
The presence of such factors as common value, reciprocity and local attachment 
influences residents' abilities to act collectively on issues both within their community 
boundaries and with outside groups and entities. Tilly (1983) defined collective actions as 
applying pooled resources to common ends. According to Tilly (1983), a community is more 
likely to act collectively when residents see a threat to one as a threat to all. Hence( in a 
concentrated population such as a rural town, residents in close proximity to one another and 
with a high degree of interdependency, would have an advantage over large cities (Tilly 
1983). > 
Kelly and Kelly (1994) stressed that the most significant correlation with 
participation in collective action efforts was the residents' sense of group identification, 
feeling part of a community could improve chances for successful collective undertakings. 
Both styles of interaction collectivism and individualism affect interpersonal relations 
and form a community culture among group members. These types of interactions, according 
to Coleman (1988), contribute to the stock of social capital generated by a community. 
Acquaintanceship networks include the density of social networks, affiliations and 
groups in a community. Coleman (1988) noted that within a social structure, networks are the 
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tools through which important information flows. Moreover, within a community, networks 
and acquaintanceship patterns can exist between individuals and organizations. Ramsey 
( 1996) noted that the structure, type and quality of networks create the character of the 
community. Through available information local social networks influence individual' s 
decision of self-interests (Oliver, 1984; Maxwell et al., 1988). 
Social networks are an important component of social capital as acknowledged by 
Seipel (1996). Seipel stated that social networks " ... reflect patterns of interaction that 
structure the availability of members to one another for emotional, support financial 
assistance and collective problem-solving"(pp. 8-9). Seipel (1996) further stressed that 
community social capital will be enhanced with increasing density, multiplicity and strength 
of social ties. In addition to_ strong horizontal social ties, Seipel also noted that higher social 
capital is likely to occur when some members of the collectivity have weak vertical ties 
outside the collectivity. 
The importance of acquaintanceship densities in creating community social capital is 
also supported by Freudenblirg (1986). Freudenburg found that an increase in deviance 
problems and difficulty in_ providing care for the weaker members of a community are due to 
the decline of the social network density in growing communities. As a result, the overall 
community social capital is weakened. 
The level of social capital within a community will influence whether residents 
becom~ involved in collective action ventures with other communities (Salampn & Davis-
Brown, 1993). A community with strong intracommunity ties and high levels of collective 
action will have less need to mobilize resources outside the communi¢ whereas a 
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community with weak, non-kin ties will be more likely to utilize intercommunity 
collaborations (Comer, 1998). 
According to Salamon and Davis-Brown (1993), intracommunity relations form a 
context of intercommunity interactions. Furthermore, community culture will affect the 
community's tendency to act collectively internally or with other communities. Working in a 
cooperative and collective manner with other communities can be considered as 
intercommunity collaboration. 
Sharing of services among communities is one form of such collaboration. Gray 
(1989) defined collaboration as the process through which parties seeing different aspects of 
a problem can constructively explore differences and search for solutions. Gray also noted 
that the idea behind collaboration is to create a more comprehensive approach to a problem 
than any single actors could construct alone. 
This is particularly true for the service delivery system that has been practiced in 
Iowa. Sharing services is one method of service delivery to the population, in addition to 
other methods such as public/private partnership, self-help and volunteerism. Out of 952 
communities in Iowa, Borich et al. (1998) identified more than 600 communities that have 
been involved in some methods of joint service delivery (1998). As mentioned earlier, there 
are certain benefits in the sharing of service method. However, there are also shortfalls in 
these collaborative approaches, including lost of local identity and control, lack of vision, 
focus and goals, lack of legal status and maintenance of the collaborative relationship 
(Holtkamp, Otto, and Mahmood, 1997). 
Based on the works of Salamon and Davis Brown ( 1993) and Warren ( 1987) 
communities with strong horizontal linkages or intracommunity ties have a low propensity to 
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work collectively with other communities. These studies investigated rural communities. 
Another significant argument put forward by Salamon and Davis-Brown (1993) is that 
communities with high level of social capital are less likely to work with others because of 
perceived negative consequences on collective works within their own boundaries. In this 
sense, arguably, the level of social capital does not influence whether communities decide to 
share or not to share services with other communities. 
Why do communities share services? Shaffer (1992) suggests the main benefits of 
collaboration (l) economic efficiencies arising from economies of size; (2) gaining access to 
more resources; (3) capturing the spillovers from collective actions; and synergisms may 
influence sharing behaviors. For example, economic efficiencies arise from crossing political 
boundaries and reducing redundancies are the easiest form of efficiency. These include 
sharing of infrastructure and expertise (Shaffer, 1992). 
According to Tweeten ( 1992) the advantages of collaboration are many, including 
synergism, flexibility, volunteerism, expertise and empowerment. Regarding synergism, 
Tweeten noted that collaboration allows communities to achieve for the group what they 
cannot achieve individually. For example, communities can make it economically feasible 
for a hospital, school or industry to locate in only one place to serve the needs of a larger 
community. Thus, costs per unit are reduced and benefits increased per capita. The benefits 
of collaboration as Hobbs (1992) put it, " ... what matters most is not the specific territory 
perceived to reflect a community, but whether there is a sense of common purpose and 
participation that lends to identification of problems and organized activity to resolve those 
problems. Changing our perceptions of community is among the many innovations needed 
for more effective rural development" (p. 286). 
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Sharing of public services in Iowa is closely related to Chapter 28E of the Code of 
Iowa that was passed in 1965. The purpose of Chapter 28E is " ... to permit state and local 
governments in Iowa to make efficient use of their power, by enabling them to provide joint 
services and facilities with other agencies and to cooperate in other ways of mutual 
advantage. This chapter shall be liberally construed to the end." The chapter allows any 
public agency in the state to make an agreement with one or more public or private agencies 
for joint or cooperative purposes, including the creation of a separate entity to carry out the 
purpose of the agreement. 
Under Chapter 28E there are three main types of agreements used for governmental 
service sharing ventures: joint agreement, service contract agreements, and agreements to 
create separate entities. Joint agreement refers to two or more governmental units that may 
agree to cooperate jointly to provide a particular service activity or function. Such an 
agreement may involve, for example, joint acquisition, construction, standardized 
procedures, ownership and maintenance of property, or other similar cooperative efforts. 
Examples may include joint purchasing programs for copy paper, signage, or joint 
contracting for tree removal. 
Service contract agreements are a variation of the joint agreement. This type is 
generally referred to as the service contract and it is usually between two public agencies. 
However, similar contracts may also be drawn between a public and private agency. 
Examples of service contracts include police patrolling services, bridge inspection services, 
and maintenance for wastewater treatment plants. 
The third agreement type involves the creation of a separate entity, which is actually a 
combination of the previous two types of agreement. It is based on the premise that 
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governmental units should be able to have some input regarding how a service will be 
provided, if the creating agency contributes a portion of the operating funds for the service. 
Examples of this type of agreement include regional planning agencies, economic 
development commissions, and solid waste disposal agencies. 
Regarding intergovernmental sharing, it is interesting to note that one lesson from the 
case study of the Greene Country Intergovernmental Services sharing program was mutual 
trust. This was considered one of the required conditions for success. In this particular case, 
mutual trust was described as: "The participants must trust and respect each other. The 
discussion will require creativity, risk, and some leaps of faith in order to be successful. 
Without trust by the participants, there will not be progress on the issues because participants 
will not be comfortable in taking risks" (IDED, 1997, p. 37). 
By analyzing the levels of trust, collective action and acquaintanceship networks of 
rural communities taking part in sharing of services, this study will determine if social factors 
play an influential role in communities' propensity to share services with another community 
with a high level of social capital, and if a community is more capable of working 
collectively within its own boundaries. Based on the characteristics of community identified 
by Salamon and Davis-Brown (1993), this type of community (high social capital) would 
have little or no need to form partnership with outsider since it can maintain viability and 
address issues without outside help. In the context of the study these are communities that 
have a low propensity to share services with other communities. According to Salamon and 
Davis-Brown, (1993) the communities that have a high propensity to share services or 
participate in collaboration ventures with other communities would be communities that are 
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unable to work collectively within their boundaries and, thus, they need outside help to stay 
viable. 
These are some important factors that need to be considered in the future 
development planning-type of community and type of collaborative method. Based on these 
data and other information required for future rural community development, planners should 
be able to determine the level of planning required for the community in question requires. 
Figure 2.1 shows the theoretical model in regards to the components of social capital 
(social trust, collective action and acquaintanceship networks), and level of collaborative 
ventures (shared services). Theoretically, social capital is expected to influence the sharing 
behavior of a community. The model can be seen from two perspectives. From a positive 
perspective, the model reflects an independent type of community where it does not have to 
share services with other communities and social capital is perceived as a community asset. 
For a negative perspective, however, the model depicts the negative relationship between 
social capital and characteristic of sharing services among communities. In other words, the 
higher the community social capital the less likely the community will share services with 
other communities. This, in turn, would result in a negative outcome or a barrier to 
collaborative ventures among communities. 
Social Capital 
Social Trust 
Collective Action 
Acquaintanceship 
Network 
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Level of Collaboration 
Sharing services 
Figure 2.1. Theoretical model 
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CHAPTER3. METHODOLOGY 
The central issue addressed in this study was to determine whether the characteristic 
of community sharing services is influenced by social capital as measured by social trust, 
acquaintanceship networks and collective action. 
The data for this thesis came from two different survey data sets. The first data set 
was based on a survey oflowa's rural communities by the Rural Development Initiative 
(RDI) Project of the Department of Sociology, Iowa State University. The second data set 
was based on a survey of sharing of public services by the Department of Community and 
Regional Planning, Iowa State University, and funded by the Iowa Department of Economic 
Development. Both surveys were not designed specifically for the purpose of this research, 
but rather stimulated the research topic. 
The survey on Iowa rural communities was carried out in 1994 on 99 communities 
with population range of 500-10,000 people. In total, approximately 14,000 questionnaires 
were mailed to community residents whereby 150 residents were randomly selected from 
each community. The response rate was about 70%. A list of the communities involved in the 
Rural Development Initiative (RDI) project is given in Appendix A. 
The communities were selected randomly from each county. Three criteria were used 
for this selection purpose. First, each community had a population range of 500-10,000 
residents and was not contiguous to a metropolitan center (i.e., city with a population of 
50,000 and more). Second, the term "residents" included people living within and near the 
city limits. Finally, the definition of adult participants was limited to those who were either 
head or co-head of a household. 
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Various questions related to the present community were included in the survey. A 
copy of the RDI Survey Instrument appears in Appendix B. Among other questions, the 
participants were asked to comment about their communities and neighborhoods, availability 
of services and other related subjects. Many questions provided scaled responses to enable 
the residents to show their degree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. The results were entered 
into a database comprised of approximately 11,000 individual responses. 
The CRP-IDED survey (Appendix C) on sharing of public works services was 
completed in 1994. The questions were mailed to all 952 municipalities in Iowa to explore 
governmental sharing of public services. The respondents were selected by their position 
within their respective governments. City clerks or city managers were asked to complete the 
questionnaires. These individuals were deemed to be in the best position to have the most 
knowledge about local service provisions and sharing arrangements in their jurisdictions. 
The respondents were responsible to provide answers to a series of questions 
regarding the identification of services that the local governments provided and the services 
that they shared with other governments. City clerks and city managers were asked to 
indicate the provision and sharing arrangements for 94 services. Of these services, 49 were 
identified as being related to public works (Sanchez et al., 1998). A series of 17 questions 
were then asked pertaining to each service. As a result more than 1,500 variables were 
produced for the databases of these Iowa cities .The response rate was about 83%. The 
survey was intended to ascertain some information about, among others, the extent to which 
cities provide services, the degree to which local governments cooperate with each other in 
the provision of services, and the extent to which governments rely on the private sector 
within a service-sharing agreement. 
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As mentioned earlier, the purpose of this study was to determine the level of 
influence of community social capital on community behavior toward sharing services. In 
this light, it was decided to merge the two surveys. As a result, only 90 communities were 
selected. Nine communities from the RDI survey had to be dropped because they were not 
involved in the public works sharing survey. Figure 3 .1 shows the distribution of the 90 
selected communities for the study 
The level of analysis for this study focused on rural communities. Thus, individual 
survey responses were aggregated by the community in which the respondents reside. In total 
all responses are aggregated to become 90 different community cases. 
Although the 1980 U.S. Census Bureau's population size definitions are most 
commonly used to define rural community, this study changes population requirements to 
suit the RDI study for measurement purposes. Therefore, instead of defining rural 
communities as places of less than 2,500 people (U.S. Census Bureau) this study 
operationalizes rural communities as places less than 10,000 people. Nevertheless, rural 
communities less than 500 are not included in this study because they were not used in the 
RDI survey. 
The analysis was completed on the individual level data for each community. Nine 
items were selected for this analysis from RDI study. The items were selected to represent 
as indicators of social trust, collective action and acquaintanceship networks. Table 3.1 
shows the list of selected items. For social trust dimension, Table 3 .1 indicates that high 
value means low social trust and collective action, high value shows no collective action, 
and acquaintanceship networks, high value mean strong social networks. After 
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Figure 3 .1. Location of selected Rural Development Initiative (RDI) communities in Iowa 
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Table 3.1. The three dimensions of Community Social Capital 
Dimension Variable Scale and Explanation 
Social Trust (based on a 7-point Likert-type scale, with Friendly= 1, and Unfriendly= 7) 
ST-1 Friendly- Unfriendly 
ST-2 Supportive - !indifferent 
ST-3 Trusting- Untrusting 
Collective Action (l=Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Undecided, 4 =Disagree, 5 =Strongly 
Disagree) 
CA-1 Most everyone in (community) is allowed to contribute to local 
governmental affairs if they want to. 
CA-2 When something needs to get done in (community), the whole 
community usually gets behind it. 
CA-3 Community clubs and organizations are interested in what is best for 
all residents 
Acquaintanceship Network (1= I have no living relative or in-laws/adult friends; 2 =None; 3 = 
Less than one-half; 4 =About one-half; 5 =Most; 6 =All) 
AN-1 About what proportion of your adult relative and in-laws (other than 
very distantly related persons) live in (community)? 
AN-2 About what proportion of your close personal adult friends live in 
(community)? 
AN-3 Considering all of the types of groups and organizations, about how 
many local groups in total do you belong to? 
the items were selected, factor analysis, reliability and frequency runs were performed. 
The results of these runs are presented in the next chapter. The three independent variables 
were: Social Trust (ST), Collective Action (CA), Acquaintanceship Network (AN), and 
the dependent variable was Sharing Services. 
23 
CHAPTER4. RESULTS 
The first two objectives of the study were to: 
1. Determine the level of social capital of selected rural communities by measuring 
community social trust, collective action and their acquaintanceship network 
2. Determine the influence of social capital on the sharing characteristics of the 
communities. 
Social trust, collective action and acquaintanceship networks were selected to 
represent the dimensions of social capital. Before determining the level of relationship 
among the variable, factor analysis was performed. It aims to determine the degree to which 
the variables represent those three dimension of social capital. 
Three variables were selected to measure the dimension of Social Trust: (ST-I 
Friendly (1)- Unfriendly (7); ST-2 Supportive (!)-Indifferent (7); and ST-3 Trusting (1)-
Not Trusting (7). Three variables were selected to measure the dimension of Collective 
Action (CA-1 Most everyone in (community) is allowed to contribute to local governmental 
affairs if they want to; CA-2 When something needs to get done in (community), the whole 
community usually gets behind it; and CA-3 Community clubs and organizations are 
interested in what is best for all resident. Finally, three variables were selected to measure the 
dimension of Acquaintanceship Networks: (AN-1 About what proportion of your adult 
relative and in-laws networks (other than very distantly related persons) live in (community); 
AN-2 About what proportion of your close personal adult friends live in (community); and 
AN-3 Considering all of the types of groups and organizations, about how many local groups 
in total do you belong to?) The three dimensions were identified with commonalties greater 
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than 1.0, as shown in Table 4.I Three items loaded on the Social Trust dimension (a= .90), 
(ST-I, ST-2, ST-3), three items loaded on the Collective Action dimension (a= .79) (CA-I, 
CA-2, CA-3), and for the dimension of Acquaintanceship Network, three items are loaded (a 
=.84) (AN-I, AN-2, AN-3). Table 4.1 -4.4 show the results of the factor analysis. 
Table 4.1. Total variance explained for the three selected dimensions 
Dimension Commonality Percent of variance Cumulative percent 
Social Trust 2.5 84.17 84.17 
Collective Action 2.3 76.60 76.60 
Acquaintanceship Networks 2.4 79.31 79.31 
Table 4.2. Rotated component matrix for the dimension Social Trust 
Variable 
ST-1 Friendly-Unfriendly 
ST-2 Supportive-Indifferent 
ST-3 Trusting-Not Trusting 
a=0.90 
Table 4.3 . Rotated component matrix for the dimension Collective Action 
Variable 
CA-1 Most everyone in (community) is allowed to contribute to 
local governmental affairs if they want to 
CA-2 When something needs to get done in (community), the whole 
community usually gets behind it 
CA-3 Community clubs and organizations are interested in what is 
best for all residents 
a=0.79 
Correlation 
.906 
.937 
.910 
Correlation 
.823 
.900 
.90 
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Table 4.4. Rotated component matrix for the dimension Acquaintanceship Networks 
Variable 
AN-1 About what proportion of your adult relative and in-laws 
networks? 
AN-2 About what proportion of your close personal adult friends live in 
(community)? 
AN-3 Considering all of the types of groups and organizations, about 
how many local groups in total do you belong to? 
cx.=0.84 
Correlation 
.906 
.937 
.910 
Table 4.5 shows frequency distribution of the three dimensions. It clearly shows that 
the communities involved are able to work collectively (mean=2.30). The communities as a 
whole have a high level of social trust (mean=2.77). However, the level of community 
acquaintanceship network is quite low (mean=2.8). 
Table 4.6 shows that item ST2 (supportive-indifferent) has the highest mean score 
(mean=3.05). This item represents one of the items for social trust (Trust). Other items are 
friendly and unfriendly (mean=2.43), and trusting- not trusting (mean=2.83). As a whole, the 
community social trust is very high, characterized by friendly manners (mean=2.43), 
followed by trustworthiness (mean=2.83), and supportive (3.05). Thus, not surprisingly, they 
Table 4.5. Descriptive statistics of the three dimensions of Social Capital (N=90) 
Dimension Mean Std. Dev. 
Social Trust 2.77 0.26 
Collective Action 2.30 0.19 
Acquaintanceship Network 2.80 0.30 
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Table 4.6. Social capital scale factor analysis and descriptive for the dimension Social Trust 
(N=90) 
Dimension Mean Std. Dev. 
Social Trust 2.77 0.26 
ST-1 Friendly ( 1) - Unfriendly (7) 2.43 0.25 
ST-2 Supportive (1)- Indifferent 7) 3.05 0.32 
ST-3 Trusting (1)-Not Trusting (7) 2.83 0.29 
Based on a Likert-type scale, with 1 =Friendly and 7=Unfriendly 
also show a high level of collective characteristics (mean=2.30), as shown in Table 4. 7. 
Therefore, social trust and collective action are related, in this instance. 
For the collective action dimension, item CA-2 (community get behind it) has the 
highest mean score (mean=2.51), item CA-3 (community clubs and organizations are 
interested) (mean=2.26) and item CA-1 (contribute to local government) (mean=2.13) (see 
Table 4.7). Item AN-2 (close personal friends live here) which represent acquaintanceship 
network dimension has the highest score (mean=3.68). Other items are AN-1 (proportion of 
relative/ in laws live here), (mean=2.97) and AN-3 (local groups you belong to) (mean=l.75) 
(see Table 4.8). 
As mentioned earlier this study also aimed to determine the influence of social 
capital (based on the three dimensions in question) on provision and sharing of services by 
the rural communities. Table 4.9 shows means number of services provided and shared 
among the communities. It indicates that, on average, the total number of services 
provided were 30 but only three services were shared among the communities. The shared 
services included bridges, solid waste disposal and solid waste collection. 
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Table 4.7. Social Capital scale factor analysis and descriptive for dimension Collective 
Action (N=90) 
Dimension Mean 
Collective Action 2.30 
CA-1 Most everyone is allowed to contribute to local 2.13 
governmental affairs if they want to. 
CA-2 When something needs to get done the whole 2.51 
community usually gets behind it. 
CA-3 Community clubs and organizations are 2.26 
interested in what is best for all residents. 
Table 4.8. Social capital scale factor analysis and descriptive for the dimension 
Acquaintanceship Network (N=90) 
Dimension 
Acquaintanceship Network 
AN-1 About what proportion of your adult relative and 
in-laws networks (other than very distantly 
related persons) live in (Comm. Name)? 
AN-2 About what proportion of your close personal 
adult friends live in (community)? 
AN-3 Considering all of the types of groups and 
organizations, about how many local groups in 
total do you belong to? 
Mean 
2.80 
3.68 
2.97 
1.75 
Std Dev. 
0.19 
0.17 
0.32 
0.16 
Std. Dev. 
0.30 
0.32 
0.26 
0.43 
Table 4.9. Mean number of services provided and shared by the Rural Development 
Initiative (RDI) communities (N= 90) 
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. 
Provision 32.00 10.17 10 75 
Share Services 2.77 3.01 0 15 
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The number of service provision and the percentage share of the services are then 
compared to the RDI social capital's dimension to determine whether levels of social capital 
are significant in a community characteristic in sharing of these services. Table 4.5 shows 
descriptive statistic of selected dimensions. The three independent variables were: Social 
trust (ST), Collective Action (CA), Acquaintanceship Network (AN), and the dependent 
variable was Sharing Services. 
Correlations for each dimension are shown in Table 4.10, 4.11and4.12. Table 4.10 
shows that all variables are above the a= .01 level of significance. Three variable that are 
very high but not significant are: ST-3 Trusting-Not Trusting (.71); ST-2 Supportive-
Indifferent (.79); and ST-1 Friendly-Unfriendly (.79). 
As shown in Table 4.11, all of the variables are also above a=.01 significance level. 
The correlation between CA-1 (Most everyone in (community) is allowed to contribute to 
local governmental affairs if they want to) and CA-2 (When something needs to get done in 
[community], the whole community usually gets behind it) is .59; between CA-I and CA-3 
(Community clubs and organizations are interested in what is best for all residents) is .59; 
and between CA-2 and CA-3 is .75, or the highest. 
Table 4.10. Correlation coefficients for the dimension Social Trust 
Social Trust 
ST-1 Friendly-Unfriendly 
ST-2 Supportive-Indifferent 
ST-3 Trusting-Not Trusting 
*Significant at a.=.01 
ST-1 
1.00 
0.782* 
0.713* 
Correlation 
ST-2 
1.00 
0.792* 
ST-3 
1.000 
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Table 4.11. Correlation coefficients for the dimension Collective Action 
Collective Action 
CA-1 Most everyone in (community) is allowed to contribute 
to local governmental affairs if they want to 
CA-2 When something needs to get done in (community), the 
whole community usually gets behind it 
CA-3 Community clubs and organizations are interested in 
what is best for all residents 
*Significant at cx=.O 1 
Correlation 
CA-1 CA-2 
1.000 
0.594* 1.000 
0.592* 0.755* 
CA-3 
1.000 
Again, all variables are above a= .01 significance level in the case of dimension 
Acquaintanceship Networks. There is a correlation between AN-1 (About what proportion of 
your adult relative and in-laws [other than very distantly related persons] live in 
[community]) and AN-2 (About what proportion of your close personal adult friends live in 
[community]) (.69); AN-2 and AN-3 Considering all of the types of groups and 
organizations, about how many local groups in total do you belong to? (.53); and the 
correlation between AN-1 and AN-3 (.82) showed the highest relationship (see Table 4.12). 
Table 4.13 clearly indicates that all three dimensions of social capital are weakly 
correlated with either number of services shared or percent shared. It was obvious that the 
Table 4.12. Correlation coefficients for the dimension Acquaintanceship Network 
Acquaintanceship Network 
AN-1 About what proportion of your adult relative and in-laws 
networks? 
AN-2 About what proportion of your close personal adult 
friends live in (community)? 
AN-3 Considering all of the types of groups and organizations, 
about how many local groups in total do you belong to? 
*Significant at cx=.01 
Correlation 
AN-1 AN-2 
1.000 
0.695 1.000 
0.829* 0.533* 
AN-3 
1.000 
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Table 4.13. Correlation coefficients for the dependent and independent variables 
Number Percent Social Collective Acquaintanceship 
Shared Shared Trust Action Networks 
Number Shared 1.000 
Percent Shared 0.867* 1.000 
Social Trust 0.075 0.107 1.000 
Collective Action 0.026 0.025 0.831 * 1.000 
Acquaintanceship Networks -0.139 -0.095 -.224 -0.224 1.000 
*Significant at a.=.O 1 
number of shared services and percentage shared was highly correlated (0.867). Another 
significant result is that social trust and collective action was highly correlated (0.831) with 
a=.01 significant level. This is not surprising, as the literature have shown that the social 
trust is important element in affecting the community action in collective manner. In short, 
the high level of trust within community the more likely they will act collectively. 
Interestingly enough acquaintanceship networks shows negative correlation with all the 
variables. 
The hypothesis of this study is that the higher the social capital the less likely a 
community will share services with other communities. The null hypothesis is that no 
relationship exists between social capital and sharing of services with other communities. 
Table 4.13 shows the correlation between all the three dimensions of social capital and 
sharing services and provision of services. Based on the results of the correlation analysis, 
the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. It does not matter whether social capital is high or 
low. There was no clear evidence that communities share services or fail to share services as 
is related to the level of social capital. There is no clear evidence that communities with a 
higher social capital are less likely to share services with other communities or vice versa. 
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This seems to suggest that higher social capital does not necessarily result in negative 
consequences for the communities in question. Conversely, such a level of capital would 
further encourage them to share with other communities which, in turn, benefits everyone. 
The findings, conclusions and recommendations of the study are presented and 
discussed in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
The hypothesis of the study is that the higher the social capital the less likely a 
community will share services with other communities. In this sense, social capital may have 
negative consequences. However, the findings seem to suggest that community social capital 
has no significant difference on all dimensions of social capital (i.e., social trust, collective 
action, acquaintanceship networks). 
Based on the works of Salamon and Davis Brown (1993) and Warren (1987), 
communities with strong horizontal linkages or intracommunity ties have a low propensity to 
work collectively and hence a low propensity to share with other communities. The results of 
the current study, however, indicated that the majority of the communities that have a high 
social capital (based on the three dimensions-social trust, collective action and 
acquaintanceship networks) are involved in the sharing of services. This means that despite 
their strong social network, social trust as well as ability to work collectively, they still 
participate in collaborative ventures such as sharing of services with other communities. 
Another argument put forward by Salamon and Davis-Brown (1993) is that 
communities with a high level of social capital are less likely to work with others because of 
perceived negative consequences of collective works within their own boundaries. 
Nevertheless, the results of the current study do not support their argument. In this sense, 
arguably, the level of social capital does not influence whether communities decide to share 
or not to share services with other communities. The results should further encourage the 
communities to share services with other communities without having to worry about 
perceived negative consequences of their social capital within their own communities. 
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In conclusion, despite the findings of this study, the question remains: Why do 
communities share services? Economic benefits may or may not be a reason why community 
might share services with other communities This concurs with much of the literature, that 
suggests the main benefits of sharing are economic and arise from increased size, gaining 
access to more resources, and reaping the benefits from collective actions and synergisms. 
Future studies should consider conducting a similar study which includes urban 
communities, i.e., those with a population of more than 10,000. Thus, a comparison can be 
made between rural and urban communities regarding sharing behaviors. Perhaps, one could 
discover further insight on the sharing behavior of urban communities. This is particularly 
important for future metropolitan planning and regional planning which involve many 
jurisdictions. It would be interesting to conduct such a study because one could determine 
whether the level of social capital differs between rural and urban communities, thus, 
influence their behaviors on sharing of services. 
In addition, the current study was limited by investigating only three variables within 
each of the three selected dimensions. Each of these dimensions could possibly have more 
than three variables, among which there may be additional correlations. This is important 
because, according to Wall et al. (1998), theoretically constructed, social capital is 
multidimensional and thus should be measured accordingly. 
Future research should also consider conducting a case study between two actual 
communities that could potentially benefit from the sharing of services. This study could 
possibly provide a clearer picture of the influence of social capital on community behavior 
toward sharing of services. 
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A study could also be carried out related to economic activities of a particular region 
or area. One could look into the possibility of a region(s) with high tourist activities (tourist 
region) to determine if it has influence on sharing behavior of the communities within the 
region( s ). In this respect, one could argue that, regardless of level of community social 
capital, communities will find it to be more beneficial to share their resources for tourism 
purposes. In other words, for economic purposes such as tourism, it is highly unlikely that 
social capital plays a significant role. Past research studies could offer avenues to explore 
proven ways that might benefit the communities economically and socially through sharing 
of services. For the many communities that do share services, is the sharing based solely on 
economic factors? Some communities do not share services because of loss of 
control/identity as one possible reason. On the other hand, as this study indicated, social 
capital did not have any influence on the decision of whether or not to share service. Further 
study could involve both factors, social and economic, which might indicate a significant 
variable for explaining the character of communities on sharing services. 
Implications for Planning 
The third objective ohhis study was to determine the importance of sharing services 
in future planning for rural communities. For planners, the findings from the study should 
provide a new avenue for community planning, particularly at the rural level. Planners 
working at the rural level have little knowledge of community social relationship, thus it may 
be difficult for them to help the communities in community development, which may require 
the sharing of services or resources from outside sources. In this light, planners should be 
able to utilize this new insight with some level of confidence that the sharing services of 
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resources among communities would benefit all of the communities without jeopardizing the 
community social capital of any of the communities doing the sharing. Planners should be 
able to convince the communities contemplating sharing that such cooperative ventures 
would not expose them to negative consequences. In fact, these communities have nothing to 
lose from the collaborative sharing venture. 
Nevertheless, planners should not give the impression that they are telling the people 
what and how to manage their lives and that such an approach cannot be considered as a "one 
size fits all" solution. Economic development, as noted by Lapping et al. (1989) takes several 
years to be successful. 
The current efforts of encouraging regional cooperation between communities should 
be further encouraged by the findings of this study. Because of the nature of resources and 
problems associated with regional development, such as tourism, rivers, pollution and so 
forth, such cooperation is inevitable. Nevertheless, communities should view such an 
approach with high optimism, at least from a social perspective. Perhaps, this would support 
the argument of Lapping (1992) that: " ... in rural America cooperation has too often meant 
little more than consolidation, with its emphasis upon losing rather than retaining services 
and institutions" (p. 320). In this sense, Lapping (1992) argues that collaboration can neither 
be forced nor defined by officials or experts far removed from the communities of concern. 
He further stresses that collaboration can only have potential success if it results from local 
incentive and local control is still in place. The findings of the study certainly maintain this 
argument. In other words, communities can still be involved in collaborative ventures such as 
sharing services without worrying of losing local control because communities are likely to 
take initiatives to share resources among them. This in tum will not result in as Lapping 
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(1992) put it: " ... reciprocity and cooperation, the underlying values inherent ,in such 
collaborations, simply cannot be artificially created or enforced ... " (p. 321 ). 
Ryan et al. (1995) noted that a significant reason for living in communities was due to 
the closely related social factors of friendliness and being close to relatives and/or in laws as 
well as willing to help others in time of need. These factors are norms in the communities 
that value their sharing of community ser\rices. Thus, planners should be aware and utilize 
this asset to build and maintain a high level of social capital. Of course, this does not have an 
influence on the community's decision to share or not to share with others, but the fact that 
community's socia! fabric and social spirit are significant ingredients that make such a 
relationship survive for years and, perhaps decades. Planners are well advised to keep this in 
mind. 
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APPENDIX A: COMMUNITIES INVOLVED IN THE 1994 RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE (RDI) PROJECT 
Afton Elma Mount Ayr 
Agency Epwort Murray 
Ainsworth Estherville Nashua 
Albert City Everly Neola 
Albia Farmington Nora Springs 
Albion Fontanelle Northwood 
Allerton Fruitland Oakland 
Altoona Garnavillo Olin 
Anita George Pacific Junction 
Atkins Gilbertville Pleasantville 
Audubon Glidden Pocahontas 
Bancroft Gowrie Pomeroy 
Batavia Graettinger Quasqueton 
Battle Creek Grand Mound Radcliffe 
Bayard Hamburg Sabula 
Bedford Hartford Sac City 
Bloomfield Hartley Saint Ansgar 
Buffalo Center Hills Saint Charles 
Center Point Hospers Sibley 
Chariton Humboldt Traer 
Cherokee Jefferson University Park 
Clarence Kanawha Ventura 
Clarinda Lake Park Vilisca 
Colo Lamoni Waukon 
Columbus Junction Le Claire Waverley 
Coming LeMars Webster City 
Correctionville Madrid Wellsburg 
Denison Mapleton What Cheer 
Donellson Mediapolis Williamsburg 
Dumont Missouri Valley Winfield 
Eagle Grove Monroe Woodward 
Elgin Montezuma 
Elk Horn Moulton 
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APPENDIX B: 1994 RURAL DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE (RDI) 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
Afton, Iowa: 
A Community Study 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Ames, Iowa June 1994-8 
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Afton Community Study 
I. Place of Residence 
The first set of questions is about where you now Jive and where you've lived in the past. 
A. Where do you live? (Circle your answer.) 
1. Within city limits 
2. Outside city limits of Afton, on a farm 
3. Outside city limits of Afton, not on a farm 
B. How many miles do you live from Afton? -----miles 
C. What community other than Afton do you live closest to? 
D. How many miles do you live from this community? _____ miles 
E. Have you ever lived in or around (that is, on a farm or rural nonfann) the following sized communities? 
(Circle your answers.) 
a. Less than 500 population ......................... . 
b. 500-2,499 population ............................... . 
c. 2,500-9,999 population ............................ . 
d. 10,000-49,999 population ....................... .. 
e. 50,000 to 249,999 population ................. .. 
f. 250,000 or more ..................................... .. 
N2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
F. People have different reasons for living in a particular community. Circle the THREE MOST IMPORTANT 
reasons why you live in Afton. (Circle three only.) 
1. Grew up there 
2. Close to relatives/in-laws 
3. Friendliness of people 
4. Close to job 
5. Affordable housing 
6. Scenic area 
7. Safe area 
8. Strong school system 
9. Medical services available 
10. Good leadership 
11 . Low property taxes 
12. Can't afford to leave 
13. Take care of aging relatives 
14. Other (Specify) ----- - -----
15. Other (Specify) -----------
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II. Community Services and Facilities 
A. Please rate each of the following services/facilities by circling the appropriate numbers. Circle a if a 
particular service is not available in Afton. 
Very Don 't Not 
Good ~ .EAir fQQ! Know Available 
a. Jobs ............... ............ ..... ............. 1 2 3 4 5 8 
b. Medical services .......................... 2 3 4 5 8 
c. Public schools .............................. 2 3 4 5 8 
d. Shopping facilities ........................ 2 3 4 5 8 
e. Adequate housing ........................ 2 3 4 5 8 
f. Recreation/entertainment ............ 2 3 4 5 8 
g. Child care services .......... ............ 2 3 4 5 8 
h. Senior citizen programs ............... 2 3 4 5 8 
Programs for youth ...................... 2 3 4 5 8 
B. Please rate the overall quality of services and facilities located in Afton. 
1. Very good 
2. Good 
3. Fair 
4. Poor 
5. Don't know 
C. Do you stay MOSTLY IN YOUR HOME COMMUNITY to acquire the following services, or do you go 
MOSTLY OUTSIDE OF YOUR HOME COMMUNITY? Please circle the appropriate numbers for each of the 
services. 
a. Primary health care ......................... . 
b. Specialized health care ... : ............. .. 
c. Shopping for daily needs ............... . 
d. Shopping for "big ticker items ....... . 
e. Recreation/entertainment ............. .. 
f. Church ........................................... . 
Mostly.In 
Home Community 
1 
Mostly Outside 
Home Community 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
Do Not Use/ 
Purchase 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
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D. How would you rate the overall quality of GOVERNMENT services in Afton? 
1. Vert good 
2. Good 
3. Fair 
4. Poor 
5. Don't know 
E. Please rate the following GOVERNMENT services available in Afton. 
Very Don 't Do Not Government Servi!:;es ~ QQ.22 
.Efilr fQQr ~ B!:!:;!:iV!: S!:rvi!:;!: a. Police protection .................. .. ......... 1 2 3 4 5 8 
b. Condition of streets ...................... ... 2 3 4 5 8 
c. Condition of parks .................... ....... 2 3 4 5 8 
d. Water ................ .... ....... ... ................ 2 3 4 5 8 
e. Fire protection .......... ... ........... ........ . 2 3 4 5 8 
f. Garbage collection ... .................. ..... 2 3 4 5 8 
g. Emergency response service ... ..... . 2 3 4 5 8 
F. Here is a list of things people have said may pose a threat to the future of small communities. Please 
indicate if you feel each of the following DOESN'T TH REA TEN, SOMEWHAT TH REA TENS or SEVERELY 
THREATENS the future of Afton. 
Doesn't Somewhat Severely Don't 
Tbm1t!1a Tbc!:at!:nli! IbC!:ll1!1Dli ~ a. Lack of jobs ................... ............................. 1 2 3 4 
b. Quality of .schools .................................. .... 2 3 4 
c. Increase in crime ................................... ... . 2 3 4 
d. Increase in the number of single parent 
families ......................... .............................. 2 3 4 
e. Loss of family farms ............................. ...... 2 3 4 
f. Closing of small businesses ...................... 2 3 4 
g. Indifference about. the community ... ....... .... 2 3 4 
h. Lack of leadership .. ................... .... .... ...... ... 2 3 4 
Failure of people -to work together ............. 2 3 4 
j. Loss of community spirit ................. ... ... .... . 2 3 4 
k. Increase in number of homes where both 
parents work outside the home ... ........ ...... 1 2 3 4 
I. People moving out of the community .. .. ..... 2 3 4 
m. People moving into the community ............ 2 3 4 
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Ill. Attitudes About Community 
A. Rate Afton as a place to live by indicating whether you AGREE or DISAGREE with the following 
statements by circling the appropriate numbers. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree ~ !.!nde~ideg Di~agr~e Disagre~ 
a. Overall, Afton has more things going for it 
than other communities of similar size ........... 2 3 4 5 
b. Most everyone in Afton is allowed to 
contribute to local governmental affairs if they 2 3 4 5 
want to ................................................ ........... 
c. Being a resident of Afton is like living with a 
group of close friends .................................... 2 3 4 5 
d. When something needs to get done in Afton, 
the whole community usually gets behind it .. 2 3 4 5 
e. If you do not look out for yourself, no one 
else in Afton will ............................................. 2 3 4 5 
f. I am trusted by the people in Afton who know 
me .................................................................. 2 3 4 5 
g. Community clubs and organizations are 
interested in what is best for all residents ...... 2 3 4 5 
h. Residents in Afton are receptive to new 
residents taking leadership positions ............. 2 3 4 5 
i. If I feel like just talking, I usually can find 
someone in Afton to talk to ............................ 2 3 4 5 
j. If I had an emergency, even people I don't 
know would help out ...................................... 2 3 4 5 
k. People living in Afton are willing to accept 
people from different racial and ethnic groups 2 3 4 5 
I. I think that "every person for themselves" is a 
good description of how people in Afton act.. 2 3 4 5 
m. Differences of opinion on public issues are 
avoided at all costs in Afton ........................... 2 3 4 5 
n. If I called a city office here with a complaint, I 
would likely get a quick response .................. 2 3 4 5 
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B. About what proportion of the adults living in Afton would you say you know by name? 
1. None or very few of them 
2. Less than half of them 
3. About half of them 
4. Most of them 
5. All of them 
C. About what proportion of all your close personal adult friends live in Afton? 
1. I really have no close personal friends 
2. None of them live here 
3. Less than one-half of them live here 
4. About one-half of them live here 
5. Most of them live here 
6. All of them live here 
D. About what proportion of your adult relatives and in-laws (other than very distantly related persons) live 
in Afton? 
1. I have no living relatives or in-laws 
2. None of them live here 
3. Less than one-half of them live here 
4. About one-half of them live here 
5. Most of them live here 
6. All of them live here 
E. In general, would you say you feel "at home" in Afton? 
1. Yes, definitely 
2. Yes, somewhat 
3. No, not much 
4. No, definitely not 
F. In general, do you prefer communities where people feel comfortable dropping in on each other without 
notice, or where they wait for an invitation before visiting, or where people pretty much go their own way 
with little contact with each other? 
1. Drop in without notice 
2. Wait for an invitation 
3. Go their own way 
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G. What about Afton? Would you describe it as a community where people feel comfortable dropping in on 
each other without notice, or where they wait for an invitation before visiting, or where people pretty much 
go their own way with little contact with each other? 
1. Drop in without notice 
2. Wait for an invitation 
3. Go their own way 
H. Some people care a lot about feeling part of the community they live in. For others, the community is not 
so important. How important is it to you to feel part of the community? 
1. Very important 
2. Somewhat important 
3. Little or no importance 
I. During the past year, have you participated in any community improvement project in Afton such as a 
volunteer project or fund-raising effort? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Don't know/Uncertain 
J . In general, how would you describe your level of involvement in local community improvement activities 
and events? · 
1. Very active 
2. Somewhat active 
3. Not very active 
4. Not at all active 
K. How interested are you in knowing what goes on in Afton? 
1. Very interested 
2. Somewhat interested 
3. Neither interested nor disinterested 
4. Not interested 
L. Suppose that for some reason you had to move away from Afton? How sorry or pleased would you be to 
leave? 
1. Very sorry to leave 
2. Somewhat sorry to leave 
3. It wouldn 't make any difference one way or the other 
4. Somewhat pleased to leave 
5. Very pleased to leave 
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IV. Describing Your Community 
v. 
A. Imagine a scale for each pair of words listed below. For the first pair, 1 on the scale indicates totally 
friendly and 7 indicates totally unfriendly. The numbers in between (2, 3, 4, 5 and 6) are degrees of 
friendliness. For each pair of words, please circle one number which best describes Afton. 
Friendly 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfriendly 
Dangerous 2 3 4 5 6 7 Safe 
Supportive 2 3 4 5 6 7 Indifferent 
Exciting 2 3 4 5 6 7 Boring 
Prejudiced 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tolerant 
Rejecting of new ideas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Open to new ideas 
Trusting 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not trusting 
Well-kept 2 3 4 5 6 7 Run down 
Neighborhood 
A. How many years have you lived in your present neighborhood? years 
8. Suppose that for some reason you had to move from your NEIGHBORHOOD into another section of Afton. 
How would you feel? 
1. Very sorry to leave 
2. Somewhat sorry to leave 
3. Would make no difference one way or the other 
4. Somewhat pleased to leave 
5. Very pleased to leave 
C. In the next set of questions, please indicate whether you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of the following 
statements about your NEIGHBORHOOD. 
Strongly Strongly 
~ Arull !Jng~~jg~g Diliagr~~ Disagre~ 
a. ~can always count on my neighbors when I 
need help ....................................................... .... 2 3 4 5 
b. I don't have time to visit with my neighbors ....... 2 3 4 5 
c. My neighbors can always count on me when 
they need help ........................................ ........... 2 3 4 5 
d. Our neighborhood is closely knit ....................... 2 3 4 5 
e. Compared to other sections of Afton, my 
neighbors have more trust in each other ........... 2 3 4 5 
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VI. Organization and Group Memberships 
A. How involved are you in LOCAL groups and organizations, that is, those that hold meetings and activities 
in Afton? Please circle '1' if you are not involved with a particular type of group. If you do belong to any 
of the organizations in a category, please circle the number that indicates your level of attendance. 
Belong: Level of Attendance? 
1-5 6-10 Once Weekly 
Do Not Times Times A or 
Belong Never A Year A...Yllr Month More 
a. Service and fraternal organizations 
(such as Lions, Kiwanis, Eastern Star) .. 2 3 4 5 6 
b. Recreational groups (softball, bowling , 
card clubs} ............ .. ..... ....... ... .. ........ ... ... 2 3 4 5 6 
c. Political and civic groups (PTA, PEO, 
historical groups, local development 
organizations) .......... ........................... ... 2 3 4 5 6 
d. Job-related organizations (labor unions, 
professional associations) .... ... ... .... ...... . 2 3 4 5 6 
e. Church-related groups (church 
committees, Sible study groups} ........... 2 3 4 5 6 
f. All other groups and organizations ....... . 2 3 4 5 
6 
B. Considering ALL of the types of groups and organizations listed above, about how many LOCAL groups 
in total do you belong to? 
_____ groups/organizations 
C. About how many organizations that hold meetings OUTSIDE of Afton do you belong to? 
_____ groups/organizations 
D. Considering your TOTAL involvement with organizations, would you say you are more involved with 
LOCAL ones or those OUTSIDE of Afton? 
1. More involved locally 
2. More involved outside community 
3. About the same 
4. Don't belong to any 
·• 
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VII. Background Questions 
Finally, we need to ask a few questions about your background and past experiences. This information, as 
with all information provided in this survey, will be used for statistical analysis only and will remain strictly 
confidential. 
A. Your age (as of last birthday)? _____ years 
B. Yoursex? 
1. Male 
2. Female 
C. What is your current marital status? 
1. Married 
2. Divorced/Separated 
3. Never married 
4. Widowed 
D. How long have you lived in the Afton area? ----- years 
E. Have you ever lived elsewhere? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
F. Do you own or rent your current residence? 
1. Own 
2. Rent 
3. Have some other arrangement 
G. How many people, including yourself, live in your household? ____ persons 
H. How many of the people living in your household are under 18 years of age? (Write in "O" if none) 
_____ persons 
I. Your highest level of formal education attained? 
1. · Less than 9th grade 
2. 9th to 12 grade, no diploma 
3. High school graduate (includes equivalency) 
4. Some college, no degree 
5. Associate degree 
6. Bachelors degree 
7. Graduate or professional degree 
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J. Your present employment status? 
· 1. Employed or self-employed on a full-time basis 
2. Employed or self-employed on a part-time basis 
3. Retired 
4. Full-time homemaker 
5. Student 
6. Unemployed 
Please list your primary occupation 
Occupation ---------------
Community where employed ---------
Miles traveled to work (one-way) ______ miles 
List second occupation (if any) 
Overall satisfaction with your present employment 
situation (circle your answer) 
1. Very satisfied 
2. Somewhat satisfied 
3. Somewhat dissatisfied 
4. Very dissatisfied 
K. To be answered if you are presently married: 
What is your spouse's present employment status? 
1. Employed or self-employed on a full-time basis 
2. Employed or self-employed on a part-time basis 
3. Retired 
4. Full-time homemaker 
5. Student 
6. Unemployed 
Please list his/her primary occupation 
Occupation ---------------
Community where employed ---------
Miles traveled to work (one-way) ______ miles 
L. What was your approximate gross household income from all sources, before taxes, for 1993? 
1. $9, 999 or Jess 5. $40,000-49,999 
2. $10,000-19,999 6. $50,000-59,999 
3. $20,000-29,999 7. $60,000-74,999 
4. $30,000-39,999 8. $75,000 or more 
Thanks for your cooperation!!! 
If you have any additional comments, please use the back page. 
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APPENDIX C: GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES SHARING QUESTIONNAIRE 
Governinental Services Sharing 
Questionnaire 
for Municipal Officials 
The size and structure of local government in Iowa has become a focal point for public policy discussion 
within the last few years. Are there too many local governments in Iowa? Are they generally efficient? What 
kinds of services are they now providing, and how often do they cooperate with other local governments in 
providing those services? The information you provide on the enclosed questionnaire will help policy 
makers make better informed decisions affecting Iowa's city government. 
Those who pretested this questionnaire found that it took about 30 minutes to complete. All questionnaires 
must be returned by Friday, March 11, 1994. Please set aside half an hour today to provide much needed 
information. 
Local governments and regional groups in Iowa often share equipment, personnel and facilities. Many times 
the arrangements for shared services are entered into formally through the use of 28E agreements or joint 
contracts, which are formal contracts with other governments. Other sharing programs may be voluntary 
arrangements between entities (i.e., handshake agreement) or sharing that is the result of convention (we 
have been doing this for years). 
Governments will also enter into private contracts for traditional public services. The private firm may 
contract with more than one government to provide a service that traditionally is within the purview of a 
single local government. Examples of private arrangements include solid waste collection, facility mainte-
nance, custodial services, and personal services. 
This study is being conducted to determine the extent to which Iowa's local governments cooperate with 
one another. The accompanying questionnaire lists major city services. The questionnaire will help ascertain 
the following information: 
1. How municipal services are provided in Iowa. 
2. Extent to which municipal municipal governments cooperate with other governments in the provision of 
the service. 
3. Extent to which governments rely on private sector service providers or franchisers. 
4. Reasons for the arrangement. 
5. How beneficial is service agreement to the communities from a service provision and a financial stand-
point. 
Please answer all of the questions for each service so a complete picture of local government service provi-
sion and cooperation can be obtained. Note that the full form needs to be completed for the services pres-
ently shared with other local governments. The questions are structured so that the form can be completed 
quickly. Thank you for your time and cooperation in filling out the questionnaire. 
IowA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
IOWA STATE UNNERSITY 
University Extension 
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Governmental Services Sharing Questionnaire for Municipal Officials 
Question 1. 
Does your city provide the following services to its 
residents? 
Check appropriate box for each service. 
Community Protection No Yes 
Police-Patrol 0 go to next item 0 go to question 2 
Police-Communication 0 go J. 0 go -+ 
rn"'""' ~~:ni~~tention ·~r:  
Fire Protection 0 go-+ 
Fire Communication 0 
F!I'e/RescueJEMT 
Ftrc/Ambulance 
Street Lighting 
Traffic Control 
Civil Defense 
Animal Control 
Inspections 
Zoning 
Subdivision Regulations 
Buildings 
Electrical 
Plumbing 
Nuisance Abatement 
Junk Vehicles 
Sidewalks 
Bridges 
Streets 
Parks/Playgrounds 
0 go.I. 
0 go.I. 
0 go.I. 
0 go-+ 
0 go-+ 
D go-+ 
Hwnan Development No Yes 
Parle - Maintenance 
Parle - Mowing 
Recreation - Adults 
Recreation - Youth 
Recreation - Elderly 
Swimming Pool 
Senior Citizen Center 
Community Center 
Museums 
Library Services 
Library Maintenance 
0 co to next item 0 go to question 2 
Dao.I. 0go-+ 
]~E'!?~:l~:ff~[;:'.: 
0 80.!. Ogo ..... 
0 80.1. O'° ..... ~~={~~-~-·ii2~ ~~~ 
010.l. 010-+ 
Ogo.l. Ogo-+ 
0 go.I. 0 go-+ 
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Question 2. 
Is this service provided in whole or in part under a 
formal (contractual) or informal agreement with 
another government? 
No 
0 go to next item in first column 
0 ~o.J 
~.~ 
0 go.J 
D go.J 
D go.J 
No 
Yes 
0 
0 go-+ 
D 
D 
go-+ 
Yes 
0 go to question 3 
0 go-+ 
~~5!~W~: l~:!~ 
0 go.J 0 go-+ 
0. &? .J - -· --·-~-· CJ_&<?.;:! __ . - . ~ --/~-t~g:tgd2~.: :~~~:~~~1W!B~~~l~~~~Skj 
0 go.J 
D go.J 
0 go.J 
D go-+ 
0 
D 
go-+ 
go-+ 
Question 3. 
What types of govern-
ment arc involved? 
Check all that apply. 
School. Council T Qlllilrtftoo 
City Co.ny !lilt. oiCYll. SO... wpo 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
51 
Question 4. Question 5. 
Does the agreement involve Type of contract 
the use of a private firm in or agreemenL 
the delivery of the service? Check only one. 
JoW Oti- lnlonnal 
Y• No or 2IE C.oncnct Agr.mwnt 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 
0 
0 
,:..~~~7:--:'.~ ~ ... 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
Question 6. Question 7. 
Reason for Has the agreement 
the agreemenL been beneficial 
Check all that apply. for your city/town? 
eo.t c- - Oti-
Mandato S.Yinp s.mc. ......... Y• No 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
~~~"1~ 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
Oti- lnl""""1 eo.t c- - 00- Don't 
Yes No Conttxl A- Mandato S.v;,,p S....... ........ Y.. No ~ 
0 0 0 0 ODDO 0 0 0 
0 ODO 0 0 0 
.~.· "' . : fil§i2~~ ~-···~? ~~i§E 
E8fJg~~g;~gI~8~.~"'''"'"'....J ,;:;..~, ,,,";., .... ...1 ••. "" 
0 0 0 0 0 
,~O~Q,.,. _Pr~·P.·- ._J:;L.,,.,,.,JJ ... ,.,.,.,JJ~,.. 18.:H i§§g! ~%~§§---t~~~~g~_ 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
O ODDO 0 0 O 
O 0 0 DO 0 0 O 
0 ODDO 0 0 0 
Services Shanng -Page 
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Governmental Services Sharing Questionnaire for Municipal Officials 
Question 1. 
Does your city provide the following services to its 
residents? 
Check appropriate box for each service. 
Community 
Environment No Yes 
Street Maintenance 0 go to next item 0 10 to question 2 
Street Cleaning 
Snow Removal 
Street Marlcings 
Street Signs 
Street Engineering 
Street Inspections 
Traffic Signs 
Street Tree Care 
Sidewalk Repair 
Storm Sewers 
Parlcing Lots 
Wat.er Service Distribution 
Wat.er Treatment 
Wat.er Main Repairs 
Wat.er Meter Reading 
Water Testing 
W astewatcr Trcannent 
W astc Sludge Disposal 
W astewatcr Sewers 
W astewatcr Testing 
Electric Generation 
Electric Distribution 
Electric Meter Reading 
0 &OJ. 
Natural Gas Distribution 0 go J. 
Natural Gas Meter Reading 0 go J. 
0 go-t 
0 go-t 
0 go-+ 
Question 2. 
ls this service provided in whole or in part under a 
formal (contractual) or informal agreement with 
another government? 
No 
0 go to next item in first c:olUlllD 
0 go.J 
0 go.J 
0 go.J 
Yes 
0 go to question 3 
0 go-t 
0 go-+ 
0 go-t 
Cable Television 
Solid Wastr. Collection 
Solid Waste Disposal 
Solid Waste Recycling 
~§~Wi~~Ig~~~~l'.~·; ~IB1§1~~::f h~-~¥It!:f~Q~~~~ 
0 go .I. 0 go-+ 0 go.J 0 go-+ 
0 go .I. 0 go-+ 0 go.J 0 go-+ 
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Question 3. 
What types of govern-
ment are involved? 
Check all that apply. 
~Council T-
Cly Caun&y Cilt. ol c.... - shipo 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
Question 4. 
Does the agreement involve 
the use of a private fum in 
the delivery of the service? 
Y• 
0 
0 
0 
0 
No 
0 
0 
0 
c 
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Question 5. 
Type of contract 
or agreement. 
Check only one. 
)aft 00- lnlmlNI 
or21E Conine!~ 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
Question 6. 
Reason for 
the agreement. 
Check all that apply. 
Con c... 
- 00-
-. .. s..;.,p s..vm -
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
Question 7. 
Has the agreement 
been beneficial 
for your city/town? 
Don't 
Y• No ,.,_ 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
Services S anng -Page 5 
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Governmental Services Sharing Questionnaire for Municipal Officials 
Question 1. 
Does your city provide the following services to its 
residents? 
Check appropriate box for each service. 
No Yes 
Airport 0 go to next item 0 go to question 2 
Cemetery Maintenance 0 go .I. 0 go ~ 
Grave Digging :'Ll:p;: 
-. ·~-
City Building Maintenance~~ 
City Equipment Repairs 0 go .I. 0 go~ 
City Equipment Maintenance 0 10 .I. 
Policy & Administration 
010~ 
Billing: No Yes 
Water 
Sewer 
Solid Waste 
Electric 
Natural Gas 
Cable TV 
General Accounting: 
Processing Claims 
Issuing Warrants 
Sending Invoices 
Processing Receivables 
Personnel: 
Prepare T'rme Sheets 
Process Time Sheets 
Issue Payroll Checks 
Process Tax Payments 
Maintain Records 
Legal Services 
Risk Management 
Safety Programs 
Records Management: 
0 go to next item 0 go to question 2 
0 go.I. 0 go~ 
0 go~ 
0 go~ 
Yes 
0 go to next item 0 go to question 2 
Ogo.t. Ogo~ 
No Yes 
Council Minutes 0 go to next item 0 go to question 2 
Advisory Board Minutes 0 go .I. 0 go ~ 
Ordinances ~Q~T;E§.1~:lo ~~?J, \,. 
Economic Development 0 go.I. '< .·.,;;:_·., 0 go',:.+->-':: 
.>< ............ _ . -:..-..... _ _ ,_;,,,. -· • ~ . .... ..;; ,..: • .J.~.....r. 
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Question 2. 
Is this service provided in whole or in part under a 
formal (contractual) or informal agreement with 
another government? 
No Yes 
0 go to next item in tint column 0 go to question 3 
0 go .J 0 go~ 
0 go .J 0 go~ 
0 go .J 0 go~ 
No Yes 
0 go to DCXt it.cm ill first column 0 go to question 3 
0 go.J 0 go~ 
0 go.J 0 go~ 
0 go.J 0 go~ 
No Yes 
0 go to DCXt item ill first column 0 go to question 3 
0 go.J 0 go~ 
55 
Question 3. Question 4. Question 5. Question 6. Question 7. 
What types of govern- Does the agreement involve Type of contract Reason for Has the agreement 
ment are involved? the use of a private firm in or agreement. the agreement. been beneficial 
Check all that apply. the delivery of the service? Check only one. Check all that apply. for your city/town? 
~Council Town-
-
00- lnfonnal c-t Coot - 00- Don' Oty ea...,. Di& ate- s- .wpo Y• No 
.. °""'"" .._ 
- S.vinp - -
Y• No ..:.-0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~Council Town-
-
00- lnfonnal c-t Coot - Other Don't Clty ea...,. Di& at c- - ohipo Y• No cw:ZSE 
Caocnd A- MondnoSovinp - - Y• No ..:.-0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~Council Town- jcint Other Wom"'1 c-t 
Coot - Other Don't City ea...,. Di& ate- - lllipo Ye No cw:zaE °""'"" .._..... Mondnosmnps..vx--. Y• No ..:.-0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
c-t Coot - Other Y• No cw:zaE w..n.i. Sovinp S..VX- Rasono 
0 0 0 DODO 0 0 0 
DODOO 0 0 0 DODO 0 0 0 ~:·~, .. __ I&~~g] ~11§11r?~~Egz1;[~ lo·· ·Q~ ::g03~QaJ&§fl I 
DD 0 0 0 0 0 DODOO 0 0 
000000 0 0 0 0 0 DODO 0 0 0 
Il§l85efgjEl~~ ·ttg1!~~g::: -gI~;gr(g?i;~.g~ :;g ~Jj§t;}~ig--
~Council Town- Joint Other lnfonnal c-t Coot -.. Other Don' t 
City C.....,. Di& atC- Staoo lllipo Y.. No cw:ZSE Cona.ct A- Mandato S.vinp s.mc.. Rasono Ye No ic.-
000000 0 0 0 DD DODO 0 O 0 
000000 0 0 0 0 0 DODO 0 0 0 ~ g;~ ~~-"_-.!~b~ ~f:Ifg~T&~~·~r;-.?,. ;~1_~g~ ·~~g:][g]EgJEm ~~}ISI~s@:: 
Go to back page 
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Thank you for your assistance with this survey. 
Please indicate someone who may be contacted if we have questions about your responses. 
Municipality or County:----------------
MailingAddrc~: -----------------
Town/Zip: ___________________ ~ 
Phone: ( __ ) _________________ _ 
If you have questions about this survey or need additional information about Governmental 
Services Sharing Programs, please contact your county extension office, or Tl.ID Borich, exten-
sion specialist, Department of Community and Regional Planning, Iowa State University, A.mes, 
Iowa 50011, telephone (515) 294-0220, or Stu Huntington, planning and development specialist, 
Department of Community and Regional Planning, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011, 
telephone (515) 294-2973. 
$ ... and justice for all 
Tha Iowa Cooperative Extension Satvica's programs and pollcias ant consistent 
with pertinent fadaral and stata laws and regulalions on nondiscrimination 
regarding race, color, national origin, religion, sex, age and disability. 
Cooparativa Extension Ser'lice, Iowa State University of Science and Technol-
og'/ and Iha United States Department of Agriculture cooparadng. Robert M. 
Anderson, Jr., director, Ames, Iowa. Distributed in lurtheranca of the Aci3 of 
<Angress of May 8 and Juna 30, 1914. 
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